. the general outline of the work's structure, understood as comprising the whole of its contents, line of argumentation and arrangement, is known; . the variant readings of the Greek tradition can be evaluated by means of a comparison with an 'external' and parallel tradition, which makes it easy to select the errors from the correct readings, 3 and, consequently, to date them (at least approximately and relatively) and to detect with a higher degree of precision the useful witnesses for the constitutio textus; . it is equally obvious that the same advantages, mentioned in the previous point, are shared by the Armenian tradition, which can be compared with the Greek tradition, 'external' to it and, therefore, capable of correcting it with the aim of choosing the best witnesses for the Armenian constitutio textus.
In this paper I will deal with these three aspects in order to:
-evaluate the work both as to the state of preservation of the transmitted text and as to its structure and inner sections, detecting a criterion for a correct subdivision and numbering of the Greek fragments that is consistent with the whole extent of the work; -evaluate, by means of the Armenian tradition, the Greek witnesses of the P.E. and represent their correlations in a stemma codicum (the conclusions, although based only on the parts containing the excerpta of Prov. are certainly valid for the whole text); -evaluate, by means of the Greek tradition, the Armenian witnesses of De Providentia, represent their correlations in a stemma codicum and detect the useful witnesses for a correct constitutio textus; -summarize and compare the two traditions in a single stemma codicum. 4 A. Structure and Subdivision of the Text: One or Two Books?
The Greek text by Eusebius, contained in manuscripts later than the Middle Ages, can be traced back with certainty to a codex containing Philo's text, presumably from the rd century, 5 from which Eusebius drew the four excerpta, of various lengths, then included in his P.E. Almost
